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Continuation of Part II: Applicant argued that the language of claims 1 and 6 did not 
constitute new matter as set forth in the Final Rejection. Regarding the language 
"repeating pattern", it is agreed that while only a single specie is expressly disclosed, a 
fair reading of the original disclosure suggests that repeating patterns other than an 
alternating high-low construction are supported by the original disclosure (the language 
"for example" implies that the expressly disclosed specie is only exemplary). As such, 
the 1 12, 1 st paragraph rejection will be withdrawn. 

As to the "rigidity of the balls", it was suggested that the "space" be defined in 
such a manner that eliminates the rim lock from being viewed as spanning the space 
since the rim lock is more rigid than the balls, as acknowledged by applicant in the 
previous response. It is noted that the "space" has been previously viewed as that 
region defined between the tire inner surface and the rim- thus, the rim lock, while only 
having a slight radial extension into the space, does in fact span the space (although 
not entirely). The rejection will be re-evaluated upon receipt of a proposed amendment. 

Lastly, regarding the language "at least some of, applicant contends that the 
description of an embodiment in which all the balls circumferentially shift is sufficient to 
support a claim in which "at least some of " the balls shift. However, it is the examiner's 
position that the original disclosure did not envision (nor has support for) an 
embodiment in which only some of the balls shifted. In fact, an embodiment in which 
some of the balls do not circumferentially shift represents a materially different inventive 
concept in relation to that which was positively described in the original disclosure (all 
balls shift) and would be expected to provide a tire having a different capability/function 
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upon puncture. Thus, the mere description of a single specie in this instance is not 
seen to be sufficient to obtain coverage for the broader concept of "at least some of the 
balls" shifting. 



Justin Fischer 



August 17, 2004 



